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Modern man practically never thinks about sex. 
—Frank J. Sheed 


INTRODUCTION 


Have you thought about sex lately? How much do you know about the 

teachings of the Catholic Church on sex? Take the following true/false quiz 

to test your knowledge. 

1. Homosexuals have complete control over their desires. 

2. Abortion is sometimes allowed in ectopic pregnancies. 

3. For just reasons, Natural Family Planning can be used for contraceptive 
purposes. 

4. The teaching on the use of contraception is technically not infallible until 
the pope proclaims it ex cathedra. 

5. The penalty for having an abortion is no longer excommunication. 

6. Condom use is permitted in certain circumstances (e.g. HIV, STD 
protection). 

If you chose true for any of the questions, then you will definitely benefit 
from reading this little book. If you chose false for all the questions: 
Congratulations! All six answers are false. But you should read this book 
anyway, because there are 95 more Catholic questions and answers on 
human sexuality in this volume to challenge your knowledge. 

For almost two decades, the Catholic Answers staff apologists have been 
answering questions on the faith from people around the world, both 
Catholics and non-Catholics, who are discovering the richness and beauty 
of the Catholic faith. Many of their questions concern the Church’s teaching 
on human sexuality and marriage. A large number of these questions come 
from good Catholics who are well-meaning, but confused on matters of 
faith and morals (usually from years of poor catechesis). Some believe the 
Church needs to be more progressive on issues of sexual morality, 
especially on issues of birth control and reproductive technologies. Others 
want to know why the Church does not accept the homosexual condition as 
normal. Then there are those who believe what the Church teaches on moral 
issues, but can’t tell you why. 

These questions and concerns provided the impetus for this book. As the 
Second Vatican Council reaffirmed, the Church cannot change its defined 
teachings on faith and morals: 

The teaching Church does not invent her doctrines; she is a witness, a 
custodian, an interpreter, a transmitter. As regards the truth of Christian 


marriage, she can be called conservative, uncompromising. To those who 
would urge her to make her faith easier, more in keeping with the tastes 
of the changing mentality of the times, she answers with the apostles, we 
cannot do so. (Paul VI, General Audience, January 12, 1972) 

In preparing this volume, I’ve drawn on questions and answers that 
Catholic Answers’ staff apologists have prepared on sex and marriage over 
many years. In it, you will learn why the Church teaches so strongly about 
the procreative powers. Gifts from God, the procreative powers are 
sanctified by the sacrament of matrimony and are capable of producing life. 
A share in God’s creation, these powers need to be safeguarded, not tossed 
away like so many flings in today’s society. 

—Peggy Frye 


ABBREVIATIONS 


CCC — Catechism of the Catholic Church 
CIC — Code of Canon Law 
RSV — Revised Standard Version 


What Is the Purpose of Sex, and 
What Is Sexual Sin? 


1 


Q: The RCIA instructor told us that sexual intercourse between 
unmarried persons is acceptable so long as it reflects a relationship of 
love. Is what he said true? 


A: The only “relationship of love” that makes sexual intercourse acceptable 
is a marital one. The person who told you otherwise wasn’t presenting 
Catholic teaching on the subject, but his own (erroneous) opinion. 

In its Declaration on Certain Problems of Sexual Ethics, the Vatican 
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith reaffirmed traditional Catholic 
teaching on the subject of sexual relations outside marriage: 

Nowadays many claim the right to sexual intercourse before marriage, at 
least for those who have a firm intention of marrying and whose love for 
one another, already conjugal as it were, is deemed to demand this as its 
natural outcome . . . This opinion is contrary to Christian teaching, which 
asserts that sexual intercourse may take place only within marriage. (7) 
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Q: What does the late Pope John Paul IT mean when he calls the sexual 
act the “language of the body”? 


A: Sexuality has two aspects: the procreative (bringing forth children) and 
the unitive (strengthening the union of the couple). Artificially separating 
the unitive from the procreative brings discord to a marriage, distorts the 
relationship between husband and wife, and ends up harming their unity as 
spouses. 

Pope John Paul IT explains this with what he calls the “language of the 
body.” He observes that in the sexual act, man and woman implicitly give 
themselves totally to one another. That is what their bodies are saying, both 
symbolically and literally. Sexual expression, by its very nature, implies 
total gift of self to the other. As Mary Shivanandan says in her book 
Crossing the Threshold of Love, the language of the body says, “I give 
myself to you completely, without reservation or condition.” 
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Q: The late Pope John Paul IT says couples can tell a lie with their 
bodies. What does he mean? 


A: There are several ways men and women can reduce one another to the 
status of object. Sex between couples who are not married and therefore do 
not bring a total commitment to their union are, in the Holy Father’s 
terminology, telling a lie with their bodies, because their bodies speak a 
language of total, unconditional, and permanent self-giving when in fact 
they are doing nothing of the sort. In that sense, their sexual expression 
becomes a lie, because it misrepresents their relationship. Regardless of 
their feelings for each other, their sexual expression promises more than it 
objectively delivers. 

Married couples who are committed to exclusive, permanent, and 
unconditional love may also tell a lie with their bodies when they separate 
the procreative aspect of sex from the unitive through contraception. Here, 
the failure to give oneself fully is more subtle but nonetheless real. 

Deliberately frustrating the procreative aspect of a sexual act creates a 
condition that makes self-giving only partial and reduces the spouse, in 
some degree, to a pleasure object used for selfish purposes. Thus, marital 
love must be exclusive, unconditional, permanent, and open to life. 
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Q: Is it true that sexual intercourse between a married couple is sinful 
if the spouses do it with lust for each other? 


A: In our culture the word “lust” can be understood quite broadly, from 
“lusting after a chocolate bar” to simply finding another person to be 
sexually attractive. 

But for the Catholic Church, to lust is to seek sexual pleasure in another 
person solely for one’s own pleasure without regard for the other person. 
The Catechism of the Catholic Church states: “Lust is disordered desire for 
or inordinate enjoyment of sexual pleasure. Sexual pleasure is morally 
disordered when sought for itself, isolated from its procreative and unitive 
purposes” (CCC 2351). 

To have sexual feelings for one’s spouse or to enjoy sexual pleasure with 
one’s spouse is fine and according to God’s design. But to use one’s spouse 
as an object of pleasure without concern for the spouse can be mortally 
sinful. 


fs) 


Q: Are marital relations not supposed to pleasurable because they are 
only for reproductive purposes? 


A: The primary purposes of marital relations are procreation and spousal 
unity (babies and bonding), but that does not mean that the husband and 
wife are not supposed to derive pleasure from their marital relations. 
Although pleasure is not a purpose of sex, it is important to fulfilling the 
purposes of sex. 

God gave humans the capacity to enjoy food and sex to encourage them to 
fulfill the purposes of those human needs. A moral problem occurs only 
when deriving pleasure from food and sex is put above or in the place of its 
intended purpose. Someone who eats solely for pleasure, without regard for 
the needs of his body, abuses the privilege of eating. In the same way, 
someone who has sex solely for pleasure, without regard for its intended 
purposes of babies and bonding, abuses the privilege of sex. 
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Q: A priest told me that there is a “grave obligation” for a husband 
and wife to have marital relations and that a refusal by one spouse to 
engage in marital relations could be justified only by “grave reasons.” 
Is this true? 


A: In marriage, the husband and wife have become one flesh. They are no 
longer totally independent. By their wedding vows they have given the right 
to their own bodies to each other. So yes, there is a grave obligation that 
each has to be sexually available to the other at appropriate times and in the 
context of generosity and mutual consideration. 

There are times when, for any number of reasons (including health), 
marital relations would be painful or burdensome. Concern for the other 
ought to be the norm on the part of both parties. 

If either party has a continuing aversion to marital relations, medical 
and/or psychological help should be sought. 
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Q: Is non-vaginal intercourse sinful? 


A: The Church teaches that the marital act must be completed inside the 
woman because this preserves the procreative aspect—it preserves the 
openness to life. However, foreplay (e.g., oral stimulation) leading to 
intercourse is allowed, provided that ejaculation occurs during the act of 
normal intercourse. 

Genital activity outside of normal intercourse is not the marital act. That’s 
the point. The marital act must serve two aspects: unitive and procreative. 
The union initiated by the vows at the altar is physically expressed in the 
normal sexual intercourse of the marriage bed. Attempting to complete 
sexual intercourse outside of its context can be mortally sinful even if 
conception cannot take place due to surgery or pregnancy or old age. 
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Q: Is a frater-soror marriage permissible for Catholics? 


A: By “frater-soror” marriage, I assume you mean “brother-sister” 
marriage, a marriage in which the couple does not engage in marital 
relations. Brother-sister marriages (also called Josephite marriages in honor 
of the marriage shared by St. Joseph and the Blessed Virgin) are rare in the 
Church and should not be entered into without spiritual direction from an 
orthodox, balanced spiritual director. They are usually entered into when 
one or the other (or both) of the partners is highly advanced in the spiritual 
life, and it is determined that a brother-sister marriage would advance the 
spouses in the spiritual life. 
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Q: Is flirtation by a married person sinful, even if it doesn’t lead to 
anything? 


A: It’s not a sin if the individuals involved are not married. It’s also not a 
sin if it is between people who are married to each other. But it is a sin if it 
is between a married person and someone other than one’s spouse. Spouses 
owe such attention to each other exclusively. 
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Q: Why would I need your Church’s rules on pre-marital sex? My 
conscience tells me what’s right and what’s wrong. 


A: Not exactly. Conscience is the faculty that warns you you’re doing 
something wrong or neglecting to do something you should be doing. But it 
doesn’t work in a vacuum. Your conscience first must be told what’s right 
and wrong—it starts out as an empty slate—and that’s a job for your 
intellect. If you learn that stealing is no sin, and if you really believe it, your 
conscience won’t bother you when you rob a bank. If you learn that 
fornication is not sinful, no warning bells will go off when you engage in it. 
In either case your conscience will have been formed improperly. 

Although you have a duty to follow your conscience, you have a prior 
duty to form your conscience well. You do this through following the moral 
teaching of the Church, through prayer, and through close attention to 
Scripture. Neglect those, and you will end up with either an empty 
conscience, which won’t be able to guide you at all, or with a cramped 
conscience, which will see sin where there is no sin. 
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Q: Is fornication explicitly forbidden in the Bible? I read the Bible 
frequently but can’t recall a specific instance. 


A: Here are some verses for you (emphases added): 

Mark 7:21-23: “For from within, out of the heart of man, come evil 
thoughts, fornication, theft, murder, adultery, coveting, wickedness, deceit, 
licentiousness, envy, slander, pride, foolishness. All these evil things come 
from within, and they defile a man.” 

Galatians 5:19-21: “Now the works of the flesh are plain: fornication, 
impurity, licentiousness, idolatry, sorcery, enmity, strife, jealousy, anger, 
selfishness, dissension, party spirit, envy, drunkenness, carousing, and the 
like. I warn you, as I warned you before, that those who do such things shall 
not inherit the kingdom of God.” 

Ephesians 5:5-6: “Be sure of this, that no fornicator or impure man, or one 
who is covetous (that is, an idolater), has any inheritance in the kingdom of 
Christ and of God.” 

Colossians 3:5-6: “Put to death therefore what is earthly in you: 
fornication, impurity, passion, evil desire, and covetousness, which is 
idolatry. On account of these the wrath of God is coming.” 


12 


Q: A priest told an engaged couple that it was permissible to touch 
intimately before they marry, so long as they don’t engage in 
intercourse. Is he correct? 


A: No. Jesus stated in Matthew 5:28 that a person can commit sins of sexual 
impurity even in his thoughts: “But I say to you that everyone who looks at 
a woman lustfully has already committed adultery with her in his heart.” 
The same is true of fornication (premarital sex). 

Looking at a woman (or man) to whom you are not married and indulging 
in lustful thoughts counts as committing fornication in your heart. If 
indulging yourself in mental lust for someone to whom you are not married 
counts as fornication, how much more so will intimate touching in which 
you partially act out the sexual desire you have for another? 

Sometimes people rationalize extramarital sexual practices on the grounds 
that by committing a lesser sin one may avoid a greater one, such as 
fornication. There are two problems with this. 

First, as Pope John Paul II made clear in his encyclical Veritatis Splendor, 
one may never do something intrinsically wrong in order to avoid a 
problem. We cannot do evil that good may come of it. 

Second, this strategy simply doesn’t work. If someone finds it difficult to 
restrain himself sexually, following this priest’s advice will not make it 
easier to control himself—quite the opposite. 
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Q: I recently heard the phrase “chastity, according to your state of 
life.” What exactly does this mean? 


A: Chastity is defined by the Catechism of the Catholic Church as: 
the successful integration of sexuality within the person and thus the 
inner unity of man in his bodily and spiritual being. Sexuality, in which 
man’s belonging to the bodily and biological world is expressed, 
becomes personal and truly human when it is integrated into the 
relationship of one person to another, in the complete and lifelong 
mutual gift of aman and a woman. (CCC 2337) 

The virtue of chastity therefore involves the integrity of the person and the 
integrality of the gift. 

To be chaste “according to one’s state in life” is a delicate way of saying 
that married people must observe the rules of sexuality within marriage 
(e.g., no romantic relationship with anyone not one’s spouse, remaining 
open to the possibility of new life during marital relations), while single 
people must observe the rules of sexuality outside of marriage (e.g., not 
engaging in sexual relations, not putting oneself in a near occasion of sexual 
sin). 
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Q: Is French kissing a mortal sin? 


A: For married people, French kissing is permitted as part of the marital 
relations they share. For the unmarried, especially for the young, this type 
of kissing, which prepares the body for sexual relations, is inappropriate to 
the chastity expected of single people and could possibly constitute grave 
matter (CCC 1857, 1859). Whenever a single person is uncertain whether 
the physical affection he has shared with another person is appropriate to a 
chaste relationship, he should ask his confessor who will be able to advise 
him. 
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Q: It is said masturbation has some medicinal benefits. If that’s the 
case, then why would it be wrong? 


A: Even if the physical benefits to masturbation were substantial, they 
would not justify the negative results. Masturbation conflicts with the whole 
purpose of sexuality. The act of sexual intercourse is the physical 
expression of the marriage vows made at the altar. It is therefore an 
expression of Christian love, i.e., concern for the other. It is the most 
complete way of expressing the total self-donation of one person to another. 

Masturbation is not the expression of the self-gift of oneself to another. It 
cannot be the expression of love, since it consists of taking pleasure for 
oneself alone. Masturbation takes genital activity out of its proper context 
and makes it a selfish act. 
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Q: How can a person discern whether or not he is in mortal sin when a 
sin becomes habitual (e.g. masturbation)? 


A: If a sin becomes habitual, one ordinarily still confesses it and doesn’t 
receive Holy Communion until receiving absolution. I want to be clear 
because many priests have made the whole matter cloudy out of a 
misplaced desire to show compassion. 

Certainly, there are factors that can mitigate the moral seriousness of the 
act (e.g., not being entirely awake or simply the force of habit). But as with 
all habitual sins, you must be careful to not use the notion of habit as an 
excuse to continue sinning. You are obliged to avoid the temptation that 
brings on the sin. It is possible to overcome habitual sin with the grace that 
God gives us. Going to the same confessor can be a great help in discerning 
the morality of habitual sin. 
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Q: Why is pornography a sin? 


A: The virtue we are called to with regard to sexual relationships is called 

chastity. Through integrity and self control, the chaste person observes the 

true meaning and intimacy of sexual relations. Pornography is gravely 

offensive to this. The Catechism of the Catholic Church explains: 
[Pornography] perverts the conjugal act, the intimate giving of spouses 
to each other. It does grave injury to the dignity of its participants 
(actors, vendors, the public), since each one becomes an object of base 
pleasure and illicit profit for others. It immerses all who are involved in 
the illusion of a fantasy world. (CCC 2354) 

John Paul II, in his 1992 address to the members of the Religious Alliance 

Against Pornography, says this: 
Pornography is immoral and ultimately anti-social precisely because it is 
opposed to the truth about the human person, made in the image and 
likeness of God (Cf. Gn 1:26-27). By its very nature, pornography denies 
the genuine meaning of human sexuality as a God-given gift intended to 
open individuals to love and to sharing in the creative work of God 
through responsible procreation. By reducing the body to an instrument 
for the gratification of the senses, pornography frustrates authentic moral 
growth and undermines the development of mature and healthy 
relationships. 
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Q: A friend of mine believes that God created everything—including 
things like disease—to punish us and things like pornography to test us. 
How do I respond? 


A: God doesn’t do evil to anyone. Those things spoken of in Scripture as 
punishments from God happen as a result of people’s sins. God allows them 
but does not cause them. God does test people in the sense that he allows 
them to encounter temptation or adversity, but he himself does not cause 
these things. “Let no one say when he is tempted, ‘I am tempted by God’; 
for God cannot be tempted with evil and he himself tempts no one; but each 
person is tempted when he is lured and enticed by his own desire” (Jas 
5:13-14). 
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Q: If I were to allow my fiancé to stay overnight in a spare room in my 
home a few nights a week, would this be considered cohabitation? 


A: Cohabitation generally refers to a man and a woman living together as 
husband and wife without benefit of marriage. In your case, allowing your 
fiancé to spend the night in a spare bedroom constitutes entertaining an 
overnight guest of the opposite sex whom you expect to marry. It is not, in 
itself, sinful, but it can be a near occasion of sin and a possible cause of 
scandal. 
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Q: My wife and I are confirmation sponsors for a couple who are 
cohabitating. What is the best resource to steer them in the right 
direction? 


A: I recommend referring them to the Catechism of the Catholic Church, 
which states, “To receive confirmation one must be in a state of grace” 
(CCC 1310). Cohabitating couples (understood to mean unmarried but 
living together as husband and wife) are not properly disposed for the 
sacrament of confirmation. 
Preparation for confirmation should aim at leading the Christian toward 
a more intimate union with Christ and a more lively familiarity with the 
Holy Spirit—his actions, his gifts, and his biddings—in order to be more 
capable of assuming the apostolic responsibilities of Christian life. To 
this end catechesis for confirmation should strive to awaken a sense of 
belonging to the Church of Jesus Christ, the universal Church as well as 
the parish community. The latter bears special responsibility for the 
preparation of confirmands. (CCC 1309) 
Though the state of grace is not necessary for the validity of confirmation, 
it is necessary for confirmation to be received lawfully. 
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Q: Is it wrong to read romance novels? 


A: It depends on the novel. Some romance novels are clean, limiting 
explicit physical intimacy to more or less chaste kissing. Other romance 
novels, particularly those marketed as erotica, are sexually graphic. Use 
caution in selecting novels. Visit romance review sites on the Internet to 
learn which authors include sexually graphic scenes and which do not. Be 
especially wary of any novel that includes suggestive descriptions of the 
contents. 

Also, be aware of the genre’s potential to create illusions about love that 
are idealized and do not correspond to reality or to a Christian 
understanding of love and marriage. Immersion in this genre can lead to 
unhealthy romantic fantasies and unrealistic expectations of the opposite 
Sex. 
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Q: What is the Catholic perspective on whether art that portrays 
persons in the nude is moral? Such art is frequently found in Catholic 
churches, especially in Europe. If it is within the bounds of Catholic 
morality, how is it different from pornography? 


A: As you mention, nudes are common to the Western cultural tradition and 
are found in Catholic churches around the world. Clearly, the Church does 
not consider nudity in art to be inherently immoral. As a basic rule of 
thumb, the purpose of pornography is to titillate. The purpose of nudity in 
legitimate art is to portray God’s Creation—of which man is the apex in the 
material world—and thereby to elevate the mind to God and to glorify him. 
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Q: Should I tell a cohabitating person that his action is immoral? I’m 
afraid of his reaction. 


A: Although it is normal to feel intimidated or uncomfortable when you’re 
talking about a sensitive moral issue, don’t let that stop you from speaking 
the truth. 
Pope Paul VI gives this exhortation in Evangelii Nuntiandi: 
Every evangelizer is expected to have a reverence for truth. .. . He never 
betrays or hides truth out of a desire to please men, in order to astonish 
or to shock, nor for the sake of originality or a desire to make an 
impression. He does not refuse truth. He does not obscure revealed truth 
by being too idle to search for it, or for the sake of his own comfort, or 
out of fear. (EN 78) 
He then asks every evangelizer 
to pray about the following thought: Men can gain salvation also in other 
ways, by God’s mercy, even though we do not preach the gospel to them; 
but as for us, can we gain salvation if through negligence or fear or 
shame—what St. Paul called “blushing for the gospel”—or as a result of 
false ideas we fail to preach it? For that would be to betray the call of 
God, who wishes the seed to bear fruit . . .” (EN 80) 
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Q: My fiancé and I want to live together for the next year to save 
money. If we both honor our commitment to live chastely until 
marriage, would it be wrong? 


A: Even if you and your fiancé don’t have sexual relations for the entire 
time of your living together, your actions give scandal. The Catechism 
walns: 
The person who gives scandal becomes his neighbor’s tempter. He 
damages virtue and integrity; he may even draw his brother into spiritual 
death. Scandal is a grave offense if by deed or omission another is 
deliberately led into a grave offense. (CCC 2284) 

And remember Jesus’ warning in Luke 17:1: “Temptations to sin are sure 
to come; but woe to him by whom they come!” 

Surely, saving a few bucks is not worth the dishonor your parents will 
suffer if you follow through with your decision. Nor is it worth sacrificing 
your commitment to live according to the teachings of Christ and his 
Church in your preparation for marriage. Trust God for his grace to see you 
through. 
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Q: Does Catholicism endorse unmarried couples living together? 


A: No. The Catechism states: 
All the baptized are called to chastity. The Christian has “put on Christ” 
(Gal 3:27), the model for all chastity. All Christ’s faithful are called to 
lead a chaste life in keeping with their particular states of life. At the 
moment of his baptism, the Christian is pledged to lead his affective life 
in chastity. (CCC 2348) 

It further states 

Those who are engaged to marry are called to live chastity in continence. 
They should see in this time of testing a discovery of mutual respect, an 
apprenticeship in fidelity, and the hope of receiving one another from 
God. They should reserve for marriage the expressions of affection that 
belong to married love. They will help each other grow in chastity. (CCC 
2350) 
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Q: What is Catholic moral teaching on rape? 


A: The Church teaches that rape is always an intrinsically evil act. It not 

only forcibly violates “the sexual intimacy of another person,” but it does 

injury to justice and charity. 
Rape deeply wounds the respect, freedom, and physical and moral 
integrity to which every person has a right. It causes grave damage that 
can mark the victim for life. It is always an intrinsically evil act. Graver 
still is the rape of children committed by parents (incest) or those 
responsible for the education of the children entrusted to them. (CCC 
2356) 
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Q: What is the Church’s teaching on the medical treatment of victims 
of sexual assault? 


A: The 2001 document of the National Conference of Catholic Bishops, 

Ethical and Religious Directives for Catholic Health Care Services, states: 
Compassionate and understanding care should be given to a person who 
is the victim of sexual assault. Health care providers should cooperate 
with law enforcement officials and offer the person psychological and 
spiritual support as well as accurate medical information. A female who 
has been raped should be able to defend herself against a potential 
conception from the sexual assault. If, after appropriate testing, there is 
no evidence that conception has occurred already, she may be treated 
with medications that would prevent ovulation, sperm capacitation, or 
fertilization. It is not permissible, however, to initiate or to recommend 
treatments that have as their purpose or direct effect the removal, 
destruction, or interference with the implantation of a fertilized ovum. 
(36) 
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Q: I don’t think Lot offering his virgin daughters to be raped (Gn 19) 
was anything to be celebrated, despite his motivation to protect his 
visitors. What does the Church teach? 


A: Lot offered his daughters to the Sodomites in order to protect his guests. 
In doing so, he was choosing to commit one evil in order to avoid another; 
the Church clearly teaches that this is wrong: “One may never do evil so 
that good may result from it” (CCC 1789). 

The Catholic Encyclopedia article on Lot explains: “Lot interceded in 
behalf of his guests in accordance with his duties as host, which are most 
sacred in the East, but made the mistake of placing them above his duties as 
a father by offering his two daughters to the wicked designs of the 
Sodomites.” A Catholic Commentary on Holy Scripture agrees: “Lot cannot 
be praised. He chose what he considered the less of two evils” (195). 
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Q: At least nine women were canonized because they chose death over 
rape, yet none of them were raped. Is the Church saying that rape 
victims have lost their purity and are no longer the same because of the 
rape, and that death is preferable to rape? 


A: The Catechism defines rape as “the forcible violation of the sexual 
intimacy of another person” (CCC 2356). It does state that rape can wound 
the “moral integrity” of the victim. But integrity here means wholeness. 
Rape wounds a person’s wholeness. That does not mean that it makes the 
victim sinful; rather, it means that it can shatter the victim’s innocence. The 
Catechism then states how evil such an act is and the horror such a violation 
is to children. It does not suggest that victims are responsible in any way for 
what has happened to them or that they are morally corrupted by having 
been abused. 

Some saints who have fended off attempted rapists, such as Maria Goretti, 
have been honored for their purity. This in no way implies that others who 
were unable to fend off their attackers were sinful. In either case, it is the 
perpetrator, not the victim, who has sinned. Morality lies in the act of the 
will. 

Anyone who treats victims of rape with anything other than profound 
compassion and understanding is acting against the teachings of the Church 
and needs to be corrected. 


What Is Contraception, and Why 
Is It Wrong? 
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Q: Why is Natural Family Planning (NFP) accepted by the Church 
while contraception is condemned? They both do the same thing— 
prevent pregnancy. 


A: Because you don’t judge the morality of actions by their effects or 
consequences. You judge their morality by what they essentially are. Using 
contraceptives may accomplish the same end result as NFP, but the ways 
they go about it are very different. 

First, NFP isn’t contraception. In contraception an action is taken which 
prevents conception. In NFP, no such action occurs. Instead, sexual 
relations are avoided when conception is likely to occur. 

Second, contraception attacks the good of procreation. It acts directly 
against procreation because some action is taken to thwart that good. 
Contraception treats procreation as an evil—as something to be acted 
against. NFP treats procreation as a good, but not one which necessarily 
needs to be pursued right now. 

Third, contraception violates the natural link between the procreative and 
unitive aspects of the marital act. This link, as Humanae Vitae teaches, is 
established by God and may not be broken by man on his own initiative 
(Humanae Vitae 12). NFP doesn’t alter the marital act in any way. 
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Q: What is the scriptural basis for the ban on birth control? 


A: It begins in Genesis 1:28 when God blessed Adam and Eve, saying, “Be 
fruitful and multiply.” 
One form of artificial contraception condemned in the bible is coitus 
interruptus, a method used by Onan in Genesis 38:8-10: 
Then Judah said to Onan, “Unite with your brother’s widow, in 
fulfillment of your duty as brother-in-law, and thus preserve your 
brother’s line.” Onan, however, knew that the descendants would not be 
counted as his; so whenever he had relations with his brother’s widow, 
he wasted his seed on the ground, to avoid contributing offspring for his 
brother. What he did greatly offended the Lord, and the Lord took his life 
too. 
Scripture also condemns sterilization in Deuteronomy 23:1: “He that is 
wounded in the stones, or hath his privy member cut off, shall not enter into 
the congregation of the Lord.” 
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Q: If Onan was struck down for wasting his seed (cf. Gn 38:9), why is it 
okay for a married couple practicing Natural Family Planning to have 
relations during the wife’s infertile time? Isn’t that wasting the man’s 
seed? 


A: Onan spilled his semen on the ground for the purpose of making the act 
sterile. His sin was not the waste of semen—semen is often “wasted” in the 
sense that, during relations, its presence does not always result in 
pregnancy. Onan’s sin was acting in such a way that intentionally sterilized 
the act. This is very different from NFP, which never attempts to render an 
act sterile—every act remains open to the possibility of procreation. NFP 
simply seeks to regulate pregnancy by observing abstinence during the 
woman’s fertile period. 
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Q: Is practicing natural family planning (NFP) with a contraceptive 
mentality grave matter? If done with full knowledge and consent, 
would it constitute a mortal sin? 


A: For a husband and wife to refuse to have children for selfish reasons is 
seriously problematic—quite apart from whether they use NFP. NFP is a 
technique that of itself is morally neutral. 

The key word here is selfish. It is possible for a husband and wife to 
determine not to have children for reasons that are not selfish (e.g., financial 
or health reasons). 

For just reasons, postponing the start of a family or planning the spacing 
of children is not intrinsically immoral. Assuming that the postponement 
and/or spacing is not done for selfish reasons, prudentially planning your 
family may be meritorious. What is intrinsically immoral is indulging in 
relations but frustrating their natural consequences. 
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Q: I was unaware that there was ever an infallible statement made on 
the use of contraception. Doesn’t the pope have to proclaim a teaching 
ex cathedra before it becomes an infallible teaching? 


A: The pope doesn’t need to proclaim ex cathedra that artificial means of 
birth control is wrong; it’s already an infallible teaching of the Church by 
virtue of the ordinary and universal magisterium. 

Loyal submission of the will and intellect must be given to the authentic 
authority of the Roman pontiff, even when he does not speak ex cathedra. 
Lumen Gentium says: 

This religious submission of mind and will must be shown in a special 
way to the authentic magisterium of the Roman pontiff, even when he is 
not speaking ex cathedra; that is, it must be shown in such a way that his 
supreme magisterium is acknowledged with reverence, the judgments 
made by him are sincerely adhered to, according to his manifest mind 
and will. His mind and will in the matter may be known either from the 
character of the documents, from his frequent repetition of the same 
doctrine, or from his manner of speaking. (25) 
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Q: Why is contraception any more unnatural than, say, having an 
appendix removed? 


A: When Catholics say contraception is “unnatural,” they do not mean that 
it is artificial, but that it is contrary to the natural or proper function of the 
body. Its purpose is to prevent the reproductive system from functioning as 
it was designed to. 

The inflammation of the appendix, not its removal, is “unnatural.” We do 
not know what, if anything, is the proper function of the appendix, but we 
do know it is not meant to be inflamed or to rupture and cause death. We 
cannot restore it to its proper condition, so the best we can do is remove it. 
Even a more valuable organ with a clear and necessary function, such as a 
lung or a kidney, may be removed if it has become dangerously 
pathological. The reproductive system is no different: Cancerous ovaries or 
testes may be removed. 

What makes contraception radically different from all this is that its 
purpose is not to correct some pathological condition, but to “correct” a 
healthy condition and to induce, or at least simulate, a pathological 
condition: sterility. Fertility is not a disease, like a heart condition or 
appendicitis; it is what the reproductive system is designed for. 
Contraception is not a helpful intervention designed to help proper function, 
but a harmful interference designed to prevent the proper function of the 
reproductive system. 
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Q: The Church has basically destroyed an entire continent by 
spreading its message that condoms don’t protect against AIDS. 
What’s your answer? 


A: There is a growing body of evidence that condoms have a significant 
failure rate in the prevention of venereal diseases, including AIDS. But 
even if they did succeed in the prevention of disease, the best prevention 
against such horrific diseases is to be chaste—that is, to act appropriately 
according to one’s state in life regarding sexual behavior. The promulgation 
of the idea that condom use protects us is not only deceptive; it encourages 
a lifestyle that leads to sorrow and perhaps even death. One cannot commit 
sexual sin and not expect negative consequences. Chastity is the answer. 
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Q: Does the Church allow for the use of contraception when a 
pregnancy would seriously jeopardize a woman’s health? 


A: The deliberate use of contraception on the part of spouses to prevent a 
pregnancy is never licit (CCC 2399). 
Humanae Vitae states: 

Neither is it valid to argue, as a justification for sexual intercourse which 
is deliberately contraceptive, that a lesser evil is to be preferred to a 
greater one, or that such intercourse would merge with procreative acts 
of past and future to form a single entity, and so be qualified by exactly 
the same moral goodness as these. Though it is true that sometimes it is 
lawful to tolerate a lesser moral evil in order to avoid a greater evil or in 
order to promote a greater good, it is never lawful, even for the gravest 
reasons, to do evil that good may come of it—in other words, to intend 
directly something which of its very nature contradicts the moral order, 
and which must therefore be judged unworthy of man, even though the 
intention is to protect or promote the welfare of an individual, of a 
family or of society in general. Consequently, it is a serious error to think 
that a whole married life of otherwise normal relations can justify sexual 
intercourse which is deliberately contraceptive and so intrinsically 
wrong. (HV 14) 
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Q: Due to medical problems, my doctor wants me to undergo a 
procedure that will stop my menstruation. If this procedure is 
unsuccessful, a hysterectomy or high doses of birth control pills will be 
necessary. Can I follow my doctor’s advice? 


A: You can follow your doctor’s advice. Legitimate medical procedures and 
medications necessary for healing the body are not at odds with Church 
teaching. In his encyclical Humanae Vitae, Pope Paul VI stated: “[T]he 
Church does not consider at all illicit the use of those therapeutic means 
necessary to cure bodily diseases, even if a foreseeable impediment to 
procreation should result therefrom—provided such impediment is not 
directly intended for any motive whatsoever” (HV 15). 
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Q: A priest told us that, according to the pope’s teachings, under 
certain circumstances (economic if I remember correctly) the use of 
birth control was allowable. Is this correct? 


A: Contraception is morally unacceptable. The Catechism of the Catholic 
Church explains: 
[E]very action which, whether in anticipation of the conjugal act, or in 
its accomplishment, or in the development of its natural consequences, 
proposes, whether as an end or as a means, to render procreation 
impossible is intrinsically evil. (CCC 2370) 
On the other hand, regulation of births through moral means may be a 
necessary aspect of responsible parenthood: 
For just reasons, spouses may wish to space the births of their children. 
It is their duty to make certain that their desire is not motivated by 
selfishness but is in conformity with the generosity appropriate to 
responsible parenthood. Moreover, they should conform their behavior 
to the objective criteria of morality. (CCC 2368) 
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Q: I was told that by following our conscience, we each must decide for 
ourselves whether or not an act is sinful for us. So, if I undergo 
sterilization with the intention of saving my marriage or because I can’t 
afford another child, then sterilization could be morally correct for me. 
Is this true? 


A: What you were told is wrong. Some acts are intrinsically evil and cannot 
be done, even to secure a good such as saving a marriage or living within 
your means. Scripture is explicit on this point (Rom 3:8). 

Only if an act is intrinsically permissible does the question of whether the 
circumstances warrant that action become relevant. So, first look to the 
Church and the sources of revelation to determine whether the act is ever 
permissible; if it is, then ask whether the circumstances warrant it in this 
case. But you can’t skip the first question by assuming that every action is 
potentially permitted. Sterilization to prevent childbirth is never 
permissible, so no particular circumstances—including your own—justify 
it. 
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Q: What’s the moral culpability of those Catholics who use 
contraception because they don’t know any better? 


A: If a person is ignorant of the sinfulness of a moral act he commits, and 
his ignorance is through no fault of his own, his culpability is less than 
someone who knew the sinfulness of the act or intentionally failed to 
investigate the moral value of the act. Forming a true conscience and then 
following it is essential if we are to live morally upright lives. A true 
conscience is based on objective moral truths—namely, the Ten 
Commandments. 

In Matthew 19:16, the rich young man asks Jesus what he must do to have 
eternal life. Jesus responds, “If you wish to enter into life, keep the 
commandments.” The Ten Commandments require that we love and respect 
God and our neighbor. 

We must never use others as a means to an end, for each person has 
dignity and is an end in himself. When we thwart the sex act through 
sterilization or contraception, we not only violate the natural law, we violate 
the commandments by using another person as a means of selfish 
gratification instead of as an end, that is, someone to whom we give of 
ourselves entirely and selflessly. 
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Q: Must I have a large family? 


A: The Catechism of the Catholic Church teaches, “Sacred Scripture and 
the Church’s traditional practice see in large families a sign of God’s 
blessing and the parents’ generosity” (CCC 2373). Does this mean that 
having a large family is every married couple’s moral responsibility? The 
answer is no: Family size is not an issue of morality at all—but both 
openness to children and responsible family planning are. 

It is important to understand that procreating children is one of the 
primary purposes of marriage. “Fecundity is a gift, an end of marriage, for 
conjugal love naturally tends to be fruitful. A child does not come from 
outside as something added on to the mutual love of the spouses, but 
springs from the very heart of that mutual giving, as its fruit and 
fulfillment” (CCC 2366). 

That said, couples have a moral obligation to plan their families 
responsibly. 

A particular aspect of this responsibility concerns the regulation of 
procreation. For just reasons, spouses may wish to space the births of 
their children. It is their duty to make certain that their desire is not 
motivated by selfishness but is in conformity with the generosity 
appropriate to responsible parenthood. (CCC 2368) 

Ultimately, family size should be determined by responsible procreation in 
cooperation with the love of God the Creator (cf. Gn 1:28, CCC 2367). 


43 
Q: What reasons justify avoiding pregnancy? 


A: The Catechism of the Catholic Church explains, “A particular aspect of 
[the fecundity of marriage] concerns the regulation of procreation. For just 
reasons, spouses may wish to space the births of their children” (CCC 
2368). But the Catechism does not explicitly define what constitutes “just 
reasons.” Instead, proper determination is left up to the couple: “It is their 
duty to make certain that their desire is not motivated by selfishness but is 
in conformity with the generosity appropriate to responsible parenthood” 
(CCC 2368). 

However, the language used in Church documents may be somewhat 
helpful. For example, Gaudium et Spes states, 

[C]Jertain modern conditions often keep couples from arranging their 
married lives harmoniously, and . . . they find themselves in 
circumstances where at least temporarily the size of their families should 
not be increased. As a result, the faithful exercise of love and the full 
intimacy of their lives is hard to maintain. (GS 51) 

Humanae Vitae says that a couple may morally space births if there are 
well-grounded reasons “arising from the physical or psychological 
condition of husband or wife, or from external circumstances” (HV 16). 

Vademecum for Confessors explains: “Certainly it is a duty of married 
couples—who, for that matter, should seek appropriate counsel—to 
deliberate deeply and in a spirit of faith about the size of their family and to 
decide the concrete mode of realizing it, with respect for the moral criteria 
of conjugal life” (2.3). 
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Q: Can a Catholic husband who has had a vasectomy receive 
Communion? If not, what is the remedy? Obviously, reversal cannot 
always be accomplished. 


A: A vasectomy constitutes grave matter. If it is undertaken with full 
knowledge of its gravity and full and free consent, it is a mortal sin. In that 
case, the remedy is the same as for any mortal sin: the sacrament of 
reconciliation, through which a person is restored to a state of grace and 
may again receive Communion. The Church does not require that a 
sterilized man attempt to reverse the vasectomy. 
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Q: My wife is a non-Catholic who has threatened me with divorce if I 
don’t get a vasectomy. She refuses to practice, or even consider, Natural 
Family Planning. I am unwilling to get a vasectomy but I’m willing to 
abstain altogether—which would be difficult. Does the Church address 
this kind of problem? 


A: Ordinarily speaking, spouses have a right to marital relations with one 
another. Such a right must be exercised with mutual respect and prudence, 
and may be deferred for just reasons. 

When one spouse does not wish to practice birth control, but the other 
insists upon it, the Church allows the non-practicing spouse to engage in 
relations with the contracepting spouse for the sake of maintaining the 
marriage. The non-practicing partner is not allowed to use birth control 
himself; he must make his opposition to birth control known, and at 
appropriate times he should seek to educate his spouse about the morality of 
the practice. But he can tolerate the fact that a contracepting spouse insists 
on birth control. In this case, you cannot agree to have a vasectomy, but you 
can engage in relations with your wife even if she insists on using birth 
control herself (Pontifical Council for the Family, Vademecum for 
Confessors Concerning Some Aspects of the Morality of Conjugal Life). 
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Q: How can I convince my friend that contraception is forbidden not 
only within marriage but outside it? She says Humanae Vitae is against 
birth control only in marriage. 


A: Humanae Vitae is explicit in its teaching against artificial birth control, 

and yes, the context is marriage. Humanae Vitae states: 
Hence, one who reflects well must also recognize that a reciprocal act of 
love that jeopardizes the responsibility to transmit life that God the 
Creator, according to particular laws, inserted therein, is in contradiction 
with the design constitutive of marriage, and the will of the Author of 
life. To use this divine gift destroying, even if only partially, its meaning 
and its purpose is to contradict the nature both of man and of woman and 
of their intimate relationship, and therefore it is to contradict also the 
plan of God. (HV 13) 

These two sentences teach that anything that destroys the meaning of the 
“reciprocal act of love”—in this case contraception—is contrary to God. 
The Catechism calls these actions “intrinsically evil” (CCC 2370), meaning 
that it is evil in and of itself. 

The Church also teaches that sex outside of marriage is contrary to the 
will of God and destroys the true purpose of the act (cf. CCC 2353). 
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Q: My sister doesn’t know the Church’s teaching on birth control: Do I 
have any obligation to tell her? If so, would that be judging? 


A: We make judgments all the time. We judge what is right and what is 
wrong. What we must not judge is the condition of another’s soul or its 
destination. That is because an act that concerns an objective evil is only 
one condition of mortal sin. There must also be full knowledge and full 
consent; otherwise the culpability for the sin may be diminished. Only God 
knows for sure. 
Indeed love itself impels the disciples of Christ to speak the saving truth 
to all men. But it is necessary to distinguish between error, which always 
merits repudiation, and the person in error, who never loses the dignity 
of being a person even when he is flawed by false or inadequate 
religious notions. God alone is the judge and searcher of hearts; for that 
reason he forbids us to make judgments about the internal guilt of 
anyone. (Gaudium et Spes 28:2) 

It is never permissible to leave someone in a state of ignorance concerning 
grave matters of faith and morals, for Christ commanded us to preach the 
gospel to all creatures and to teach them “to observe all that I have 
commanded you” (Mt 28:20). Prudence requires, though, that you choose 
the appropriate manner, time, and place. 
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Q: At work, I have the option of signing up for health insurance that 
covers sterilization and abortion. Would it be wrong for me to sign up? 


A: No, it would not be wrong. Your intent is to pay for medical coverage for 
yourself and your family, not to pay for abortion or sterilization. Of course, 
if you can find comparable coverage and rates through a company that does 
not cover abortion or sterilization, it would be better to buy your coverage 
from that company. 
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Q: My parish priest teaches RCIA yet refuses to address the issue of 
contraception. Can I withhold money from my parish tithe for his 
refusal to teach on such an important topic? 


A: You are well within your rights to withhold money from a priest who is 
refusing to address a pressing moral problem—indeed, a moral crisis—that 
is affecting his congregation. One of the precepts of the Church (CCC 2043, 
CIC 222) is that we are obligated to use our money to support the Church, 
but this does not mean that we have to support a particular part of the 
Church that we believe is not doing its job. 

Because of the seriousness of this issue, you might consider taking the 
money you would otherwise have given for teaching in your parish and 
donating it to a Catholic organization that takes a strong stand against 
abortion and contraception. You might even inform your pastor that you are 
doing this. 

The Code also states that the Christian faithful “have the right and even at 
times the duty to manifest to the sacred pastors their opinion on matters that 
pertain to the good of the Church” (CIC 212). 


What Does the Church Teach about 
Infertility and Unborn Babies? 
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Q: What is the official position of the Catholic Church with regard to 
in vitro fertilization (IVF)? 


A: There are many problems with IVF, and some techniques are worse than 
others. Some, for example, collect the germ cells from the wrong people 
(i.e., who are not married to each other) or collect them in a morally illicit 
manner. Some methods also produce large numbers of children who are 
either allowed to die or who are frozen indefinitely. 

The least objectionable version would be homologous (married-couple) 
IVF where the germ cells are collected from married parents in a morally 
licit manner and everything is done to protect the life of the child or 
children thus conceived. However, even this form of IVF is immoral. 

In its instruction Donum Vitae, the Congregation for the Doctrine of the 
Faith (CDF) explains that “the Church remains opposed from the moral 
point of view to homologous in vitro fertilization. Such fertilization is in 
itself illicit and in opposition to the dignity of procreation and of the 
conjugal union, even when everything is done to avoid the death of the 
human embryo.” 

The CDF also notes, “Although the manner in which human conception is 
achieved with IVF and ET [embryo transplant] cannot be approved, every 
child who comes into the world must in any case be accepted as a living gift 
of the divine goodness and must be brought up with love.” 
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Q: The Church’s teaching on the immorality of in vitro fertilization 
seems cruel and unfair. Don’t married couples have a right to have a 
child? 


A: Children are a gift, not an entitlement. The human person, from the 

moment of conception, has a dignity that is to be respected. It should not be 

used, manipulated, and destroyed. 

The Church teaches that 

[Marriage does not confer upon the spouses the right to have a child, but 
only the right to perform those natural acts which are per se ordered to 
procreation. A true and proper right to a child would be contrary to the 
child’s dignity and nature. The child is not an object to which one has a 
right, nor can he be considered as an object of ownership: Rather, a child 
is a gift, “the supreme gift” (58) and the most gratuitous gift of marriage, 
and is a living testimony of the mutual giving of his parents. For this 
reason, the child has the right, as already mentioned, to be the fruit of the 
specific act of the conjugal love of his parents; and he also has the right 
to be respected as a person from the moment of his conception. 
(Instruction on Respect for Human Life 8) 
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Q: What about those who want to get pregnant and can’t? 


A: For those having difficulty conceiving, it can be a tremendous hardship 
and sorrow. But skirting the moral law is not the answer. There are licit 
means to enhance fertility or overcome obstacles that inhibit conception. 
And there are many children in the world looking for parents to love them 
through adoption. Trusting God and working within his laws is the way to 
approach any challenge we are presented with in life. 


53 
Q: What types of fertility treatments are allowed? 


A: The general rule is that if something in the body is not working as it 
should, we may do what we can to get it fixed. Or if a part of the body is 
diseased, we may get it healed. We are restoring our body to how it was 
designed to function naturally. 

For example, a woman may not ovulate regularly or often. A hormone that 
encourages her body to ovulate more often, as it should, is acceptable. Or a 
tube may be clogged that carries the ovum. It may be cleared. None of these 
techniques interferes with the unitive and procreative aspects of the marital 
act. That means that the husband and wife still join together in the marital 
act, open to children. 
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Q: What types of fertility treatments are not allowed? 


A: Some that are not permitted include in vitro fertilization (IVF), cloning, 
use of surrogates, and sperm donation. These methods lack either the 
unitive or the procreative aspects of the marital act, or both. They are not 
working with the natural way things happen. 
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Q: Can an infertile person get married? 


A: First, we need to make a sharp distinction between infertility (i.e., the 
inability to procreate children) and impotence (i.e., the inability to 
consummate a marriage through marital relations). Infertility in either man 
or woman is not a barrier to marriage. Impotence that is known at the time 
of the marriage to be permanent and irreversible is a barrier to marriage 
because the couple must be capable of consummating their marriage. If the 
couple has reason to assume that the impotence can be treated or reversed, 
they may get married. 
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Q: What is the Church’s position on donating human unfertilized eggs? 


A: Donating eggs for the purpose of providing “material” to “manufacture” 

embryos is condemned by the Church. The Catechism of the Catholic 

Church states: 
Techniques that entail the dissociation of husband and wife, by the 
intrusion of a person other than the couple (donation of sperm or ovum, 
surrogate uterus), are gravely immoral. These techniques (heterologous 
artificial insemination and fertilization) infringe the child’s right to be 
born of a father and mother known to him and bound to each other by 
marriage. They betray the spouses’ “right to become a father and a 
mother only through each other.” (CCC 2376) 
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Q: What is the Catholic Church’s view of single women who pursue 
motherhood through a sperm bank because they have no other option? 


A: Here we have a very clear example of how uncommon common sense 
has become in our culture. Our culture’s emphasis is clearly on “Me”—to 
such an extent that a woman can easily become so blinded by concern for 
her “fulfillment” that the needs of her children are reduced to an 
afterthought, if that. 

Every child conceived by the uniting of egg and sperm has a right to a 
mother and a father—not a mother and a sperm donor. To pull the 
conception of a child out of the context of the parents’ mutual love for one 
another is to sin against God’s design for the human race. A sperm bank is 
no match for marital love before and after conception. God created 
parenthood principally for the benefit of the child. But our culture puts the 
cart before the horse so that parenthood becomes a matter of ego 
reinforcement. This inevitably occurs when we begin to put concern for 
what we want before concern for what God wants. 


38 


Q: Are parents allowed to select the sex of their children? My husband 
and I have two girls and would like to try for a boy to complete our 
family. 


A: Even if there were a way to select for sex that did not involve aborting 
children of the “wrong” sex or otherwise violating the integrity of the 
marital act (e.g., by using in vitro fertilization), it can be argued that to do 
SO May open a couple to the temptation to treat children in a utilitarian 
fashion rather than treating them as gifts from God possessing inherent 
human dignity. The Church expects parents to remain open to life and to 
accept lovingly the children God entrusts to them, regardless of their sex. 
Donum Vitae states: “The child is not an object to which one has a right, nor 
can he be considered as an object of ownership: rather, a child is a gift, ‘the 
supreme gift’ and the most gratuitous gift of marriage, and is a living 
testimony of the mutual giving of his parents” (DV 8). 
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Q: My pro-abortion friend argues that a fetus does not have a soul until 
after it is born. I’m having trouble explaining the term “soul.” Can you 
help me? 


A: The glossary at the back of the U.S. version of the Catechism of the 
Catholic Church defines “soul” as: 
The spiritual principle of human beings. The soul is the subject of human 
consciousness and freedom; soul and body together form one unique 
human nature. Each human soul is individual and immortal, immediately 
created by God. The soul does not die with the body, from which it is 
separated by death, and with which it will be reunited in the final 
resurrection. 
Here’s more: 
In Sacred Scripture the term “soul” often refers to human life or the 
entire human person. But “soul” also refers to the innermost aspect of 
man, that which is of greatest value in him, that by which he is most 
especially in God’s image: “Soul” signifies the spiritual principle in 
man. The human body shares in the dignity of “the image of God”: it is a 
human body precisely because it is animated by a spiritual soul, and it is 
the whole human person that is intended to become, in the body of 
Christ, a temple of the Spirit. Man, though made of body and soul, is a 
unity. (CCC 363-364) 
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Q: Since a child’s body comes from both the father and the mother, 
does its soul come from them? 


A: A child’s soul comes from neither the father nor the mother. Each soul is 
created directly by God from nothing at the moment of conception. 

Some early Christian theologians held the theory that the child’s soul is an 
offshoot of the father’s. Augustine, for example, regarded this position, 
known as generationism or traducianism, as possible, though he did not 
exclude the direct creation of the soul from nothing. 

As theologians contemplated the teaching of Scripture and of the Tradition 
of the Church, they realized that generationism is incompatible with it. 
Thomas went so far as to condemn generationism as heretical (Summa 
Theologiae 1:118:2). 
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Q: Since the Church states that a person is human and endowed with a 
soul at conception, making abortion a moral evil, why do we not 
baptize the unborn? 


A: The Code of Canon Law states, “Every person not yet baptized and only 
such a person is capable of baptism” (CIC 864). Therefore, a non-baptized 
person who is not yet born is theoretically capable of baptism. 

The problem with such a baptism is how to do it. Given that water is the 
proper matter for baptism, is there a safe way apply it in utero? While the 
current (1983) Code does not prohibit the baptism of children in the womb, 
the 1917 Code stated, “No one should be baptized in the mother’s womb so 
long as there is a hope that he can be baptized correctly outside of it” (1917 
CIC 746). This law is no longer in force, but the practical difficulty of 
safely baptizing the unborn remains. 
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Q: [have a prayer card that offers a prayer for the conditional baptism 
for the unborn. Is this possible? 


A: No. Conditional baptism is conferred only when there are doubts about 
the validity of a person’s baptism or whether baptism was conferred validly 
(CIC 869). As for children who have died without baptism, the Church can 
only entrust them to the mercy of God (CCC 1261). 

We must always be careful to pray with the mind of the Church; to do 
otherwise is to go beyond the limits of revealed truth. But you could pray 
for their salvation and for their lives to be spared if they are in danger of 
abortion. You might consider Archbishop Fulton Sheen’s prayer for the 
unborn: 

Jesus, Mary, and Joseph, I love you very much. I beg you to spare the 
life of the unborn baby that I have spiritually adopted who is in danger of 
abortion. Amen. 
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Q: Someone told me that each Hail Mary that is prayed saves one baby 
from abortion. Is this true? 


A: I believe St. Therése of Lisieux (1873-1897) observed that even the 
smallest of deeds done for the love of God has infinite value. She presumed, 
of course, that those deeds were done as acts of love and not ina 
superstitious fashion with the thought that the action would ensure a fruitful 
result (cf. CCC 2111). 

If someone were to pray a Hail Mary with great devotion and with the 
intention that, if it be God’s will, an unborn baby be saved from abortion, 
yes, God could choose to reward that prayer by giving a mother the grace to 
choose life for her child. But if the prayer was thought of in a superstitious 
fashion, the sentiment that a Hail Mary saves an unborn child could be 
reduced to the same level of “Every time a bell rings an angel gets his 
wings.” 
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Q: Do miscarried fetuses have souls? If so, what happens to them? 


A: All living things have souls, and all human beings have spiritual, rational 
souls made in the image and likeness of God. If a human being is 
conceived, then that person has a spiritual, rational soul. So, yes, miscarried 
children do indeed have human souls. As for their eternal destiny, they 
share the same hope for heaven that the Church believes is possible for all 
unbaptized children (cf. CCC 1261). 
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Q: Would a human clone have a soul? 


A: Yes, since every living thing has a soul. Plants have vegetative souls 
(capable of life and growth), animals have sensitive souls (capable of life, 
growth, and feeling), and humans have rational souls (capable of life, 
growth, feeling, and rational thought). Only the last kind survives death 
since only it is made of spirit; souls of plants and animals are made of 
matter and die when they die. 

Since a human clone would be alive, it would have a soul, and since a 
human clone would be rational and possess a human body, it would have 
the same sort of soul as every other human. The soul is created directly by 
God. The human soul is the substantial form and animating life principle of 
the human body. How you get that body, whether by natural generation, in 
vitro fertilization, or cloning is irrelevant. God still creates its soul. 
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Q: Did Aquinas say a baby has no soul until 40 days (for a boy) or 80 
days (for a girl) after conception, so abortion is okay before those 
times? 


A: This is only half true. Aquinas did say an unborn baby receives a soul 40 
or 80 days after conception, depending on gender. But he also said abortion 
is a violation of natural law and is always wrong, no matter when a soul 
may be infused into the developing child’s body. 

The 40/80-day view is based on the writings of Aristotle, who said a child 
becomes human at “formation,” the point at which it first “has a human 
form”—that is, when it looks human. He said this was 40 days for boys and 
80 days for girls. Probably this distinction was based on the point at which 
genitals could be observed on miscarried children. Keep in mind that fetal 
embryology was then a restricted science; all observations could be made 
only by the naked eye, the microscope being in the distant future. 

Aquinas accepted the idea of formation, which he said occurs when a 
child receives a soul. But since abortion violates natural law whether or not 
the child has a soul, Aquinas taught that abortion is always gravely wrong. 
Today we have better scientific tools than did Aristotle or Aquinas. Modern 
science verifies that the unborn have a human genetic code from 
conception, and this is when their humanity begins. 
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Q: Can you provide an actual quote by Pope John Paul II that states 
that life begins at conception? 


A: Sure: 
Some people try to justify abortion by claiming that the result of 
conception, at least up to a certain number of days, cannot yet be 
considered a personal human life. But in fact, “from the time that the 
ovum is fertilized, a life is begun that is neither that of the father nor the 
mother; it is rather the life of a new human being with his own growth.” 
(Evangelium Vitae 60, quoting Congregation for the Doctrine of the 
Faith, Declaration on Procured Abortion, 12) 
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Q: What does the Church teach on the issue of ensoulment and 
embryonic stem cell research? 


A: Evangelium Vitae teaches that 
Even if the presence of a spiritual soul cannot be ascertained by 
empirical data, the results themselves of scientific research on the human 
embryo provide a valuable indication for discerning by the use of reason 
a personal presence at the moment of the first appearance. 

Furthermore, what is at stake is so important that, from the standpoint 
of moral obligation, the mere probability that a human person is involved 
would suffice to justify an absolutely clear prohibition of any 
intervention aimed at killing a human embryo. Precisely for this reason, 
over and above all scientific debates and those philosophical affirmations 
to which the magisterium has not expressly committed itself, the Church 
has always taught and continues to teach that the result of human 
procreation, from the first moment of its existence, must be guaranteed 
that unconditional respect which is morally due to the human being in 
his or her totality and unity as body and spirit: The human being is to be 
respected and treated as a person from the moment of conception; and 
therefore from that same moment his rights as a person must be 
recognized, among which in the first place is the inviolable right of 
every innocent human being to life. (EV 60) 


What Constitutes an Abortion, and 
Why Is It Wrong? 
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Q: Where in the Bible does it state that abortion is wrong and that life 
begins at conception? 


A: Though we don’t find the word abortion mentioned in any biblical text, 
we can deduce from Scripture that abortion is intrinsically evil. Consider 
these Scripture passages: Job 10:8, Psalms 22:9-10, Psalms 139:13-15, 
Isaiah 44:2, and Luke 1:41. 

In addition: 

¢ Genesis 16:11: Behold, said he, thou art with child, and thou shalt bring 
forth a son: and thou shalt call his name Ismael, because the Lord hath 
heard thy affliction. 

¢ Genesis 25:21-22: And Isaac besought the Lord for his wife, because 
she was barren: and he heard him, and made Rebecca to conceive. But 
the children struggled in her womb... 

¢ Hosea 12:3: In the womb he supplanted his brother, and as a man he 
contended with God. 

¢ Romans 9:10-11: But when Rebecca also had conceived at once of 
Isaac our father. For when the children were not yet born, nor had done 
any good or evil (that the purpose of God according to election might 
stand)... 

The truth that these verses tell is that life begins at conception. Rebecca 
conceived a child—not what would be or could be a child. Note James 
2:26: “L[A] body apart from the spirit is dead .. . ” Since the soul is the 
principle which gives life to the body, then a child carried in the womb of 
its mother has a soul because it is alive. 
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Q: How can I show a non-religious person that abortion is wrong? 


A: Our society is built on the principle that every innocent human being has 
an inalienable right to life. If we can show the unborn are human beings, 
then we must accord them the right to life. 

Next, look at the question of the unborn’s humanity from a strictly 
scientific perspective: Scientifically, what is a human being? A living 
human organism. If it is a human organism, and if it’s alive, then it is a 
human being. 

Do the unborn meet this definition? Yes. They are living human 
organisms. The fact that they are living is demonstrated (among other 
things) by their growth. The only question here is: Are these living things 
human? 

They possess a human genetic code—no other animal’s or plant’s code 
matches. So, if they are living and human, are they organisms? Yes; they 
are organic wholes with their own inner principle of life and development. 
The unborn are not just globs of cells but complete organisms. Take a glob 
of cells, leave it alone, and it will remain a glob of cells. Take a complete 
organism, leave it alone, and it will turn into an adult human being. We 
must conclude, therefore, that the unborn are living human organisms, 
which means that scientifically they are human beings, and so must be 
accorded the same right to life as anyone else. 
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Q: Is Catholic teaching against abortion based on natural law? 


A: When the Church speaks of a “natural law,” she is referring to a rule of 
conduct which God placed in our very nature which enables us to, in some 
degree, know right from wrong. For example, people automatically know 
that murder is wrong—regardless of the culture to which they belong. 
Certainly, people can refuse to acknowledge the messages they receive from 
natural law and blot them out of their consciousness, but down deep they 
know that actions such as abortion, stealing, masturbation, and murder are 
wrong. 
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Q: Is abortion allowed in the case of an ectopic pregnancy? 


A: Abortion is always evil—it intends to directly kill a child. It is never 

allowed even to save the life of the mother. The Church clearly teaches that 

“One may never do evil so that good may result from it” (CCC 1789). 

The New Catholic Encyclopedia says the following: 

What is particularly noted in all cases of the discovery of a tubal 
pregnancy is that one is never permitted to remove or destroy the human 
fetus directly. The only legitimate surgical approach to any tubal 
pregnancy is based on the necessity of excising all or part of a seriously 
damaged fallopian tube in those circumstances in which the danger to 
the mother is already imminent and the chance for fetal survival is 
negligible. (5:88) 
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Q: What does it mean when a Catholic says he supports abortion as a 
matter of conscience? 


A: Apparently it means that he feels it wouldn’t be moral to support the 
Church’s teaching on abortion or that his failure to live by the Church’s 
teaching doesn’t bother his conscience. Of course, this says nothing about 
the correctness of the Church’s teaching. It tells us only what he thinks 
about things. 

It’s hard to understand how a Catholic could not follow the consistent 
moral teaching of the Church and remain a Catholic, given that he is 
obliged to form his conscience according to that teaching. 

This doesn’t mean following Christian teaching is easy. No one said 
Christian moral maxims such as “love your enemies” or “do not commit 
adultery” are effortless to observe. There is a great temptation to set down 
our own ground rules about what’s right and wrong and expect God, the 
Bible, and the Church to change accordingly. The Church will never alter 
its preaching to justify our practice. 
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Q: Are Catholics who get abortions excommunicated? 


A: Despite the common misinformation prevalent today, the penalty for 
having an abortion is still excommunication. Canon law states, “A person 
who procures an abortion incurs an automatic (latae sententiae) 
excommunication” (CIC 1398). Automatic excommunication for abortion 
applies not only to the woman who has the abortion, but to “all those who 
commit this crime with knowledge of the penalty attached, and [this] 
includes those accomplices without whose help the crime would not have 
been committed” (Evangelium Vitae 62). 
However, no one is automatically excommunicated for any offense if, 
without any fault of his own, he was unaware that he was violating a law 
(CIC 1323:2) or that a penalty was attached to the law (CIC 1324:1:9). 
The same applies if one was a minor, had the imperfect use of reason, 
was forced through grave or relatively grave fear, was forced through 
serious inconvenience, or in certain other circumstances. (CIC 1324) 
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Q: Do Catholics who incur an automatic excommunication for the sin 
of abortion have to go to confession to the bishop in order to receive 
forgiveness? 


A: Since the promulgation of the new Code of Canon Law in 1983, the 
penalty for abortion is no longer reserved to the bishop, and any priest able 
to hear confession can absolve a penitent from the grave sin of abortion. 
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Q: I am a candidate and will be coming into the Church this Easter. My 
problem is that I have yet to make my first confession, and I am afraid 
of it because when I was 16, I had an abortion. I have regretted it every 
moment since. Will they still let me join the Church? 


A: You have nothing whatsoever to fear. The priest is there to absolve you 
of your sins—not to condemn you. That sin will be forgiven and nothing 
that you say during your reception of the sacrament of penance (as 
confession is formally called) can be revealed. We call this the seal of 
confession. Any priest who breaks that seal would be automatically 
excommunicated from the Church. In any case, your entrance into the 
Catholic Church will not be denied. 
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Q: [heard that in his encyclical Evangelium Vitae (The Gospel of Life) 
Pope John Paul II condemned “direct abortion.” What is direct 
abortion? 


A: Let’s look at what the pope said: “[B]y the authority which Christ 
conferred upon Peter and his successors, in communion with the bishops . . 
. | declare that direct abortion, that is, abortion willed as an end or as a 
means, always constitutes a grave moral disorder, since it is the deliberate 
killing of an innocent human being” (Evangelium Vitae 62). The pope 
defines direct abortion as “abortion willed as an end or as a means.” 
Abortion is willed as an end (that is, as a goal) if one’s goal is to end the 
pregnancy. Abortion is willed as a means if ending the pregnancy is the 
instrument one uses to obtain some other goal. Abortion would be used as a 
means if, for example, the child was killed in order to harvest its body for 
medical consumption, such as organ transplants or tissue research. 

Whenever a child is actively killed, even as a means to protecting the 
mother’s life, that constitutes direct abortion. 
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Q: I’m confused by the term “indirect abortion.” Could you please tell 
me exactly what this means? 


A: An abortion would be indirect if it were used neither as an end nor as a 
means. If a pregnant woman has a cancerous womb that must be removed, 
removing it would produce an indirect abortion. The child would die after 
the womb is removed, but the child’s death would neither be an end nora 

means. 


What Do Catholics Believe about 
Homosexuality? 
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Q: A family member argues that the New Testament doesn’t deal with 
the issue of homosexuality. To which passages can I refer him? 


A: The following New Testament passages deal with homosexual acts: 

¢ For this reason God gave them up to dishonorable passions. Their 
women exchanged natural relations for unnatural, and the men likewise 
... committing shameless acts with men and receiving in their own 
persons the due penalty for their error. (Rom 1:26-27) 

* Do not be deceived; neither the immoral, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, 
nor homosexuals . . . will inherit the kingdom of God. (1 Cor 6:9-10) 

¢ [T]he law is not laid down for the just but for the lawless and 
disobedient, for the ungodly and sinners, for the unholy and profane, 
for murderers . .. , immoral persons, sodomites, kidnapers, liars, 
perjurers, and whatever else is contrary to sound doctrine. (1 Tm 1:9- 
10) 

¢ [JJust as Sodom and Gomorrah . . . acted immorally and indulged in 
unnatural lust, serve as an example by undergoing a punishment of 
eternal fire. (Jude 7) 
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Q: It is easy to show Scripture condemns homosexuality. Can a case be 
made without referring to Scripture? 


A: One way is by showing how homosexuality violates natural law. Many 
people have a basic ethical intuition that certain behaviors are wrong 
because they are “unnatural.” For example, virtually everyone would agree 
that bestiality (sex with animals) is unnatural. We perceive intuitively that 
the natural sex partner of a human is another human, not some lower 
animal. Drawing on the same intuition, the natural sex partner of a man is a 
woman and of a woman, a man. 

This is also supported by considering the nature of reproductive organs. It 
is clear that in nature some things have inherent functions (called 
teleologies by philosophers). In the human body the function of the heart is 
to pump blood, of the teeth to tear and grind substances (usually food). 
Reproductive organs also have teleologies which can be easily discerned. 
The physical design of each organ, as well as the process of human 
reproduction, is geared for this function. To violate this arrangement is to 
engage in an unnatural act—thereby offending God, the author of natural 
law. 


81 


Q: [ heard that the sin of Sodom and Gomorrah was a sin against 
hospitality. Is this true? 


A: There is nothing in Genesis 18 or 19 which could support the theory that 
a lack of hospitality was the crime that caused God to annihilate Sodom and 
Gomorrah. In Genesis 18 God said, “The outcry against Sodom and 
Gomorrah is so great, and their sin [singular] is so grave... .” (v. 20). What 
was the sin which “cried out” for punishment? 

Genesis 19 recounts the story of how Abraham’s nephew, Lot, entertained 
two angels at his home in Sodom. Word got around that Lot had some men 
visiting in his home, and “the townsmen of Sodom, both young and old,” 
gathered outside his home, clamoring for the two visitors to be turned over 
so that they could be homosexually raped: “Where are the men who came to 
your house tonight? Bring them out to us that we might have intimacies 
with them.” 

Notice what’s going on here. The strangers had been shown hospitality by 
Lot and his family (vv. 1-3). The townsmen didn’t cry out to Lot that they 
wanted to be “inhospitable” to the visitors, but that they wanted to have 
intercourse with them, which is something markedly different. 
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Q: Most gays feel that they were born that way and cannot change 
their orientation. They are rejected by society and faith communities. 
Shouldn’t we be like Jesus and accept those who are rejected? 


A: Accepting sinful behavior in other people does them no good. Pointing 
out the sinfulness is not rejecting them: It’s rejecting what is evil. We owe 
each other the truth. Because some people with same-sex attractions feel 
that they were born with such inclination doesn’t make it so. There is no 
proof for such an assumption. Such people assume they are born 
homosexual because they can’t remember ever feeling any other way. 

The prevailing spin that our culture puts on this dynamic is that the culture 
must adapt to the needs these people perceive they have—to live as though 
the behavior that such feelings suggest is good and ought to be the norm for 
them. 

The greatest fallacy in such a proposition is that if anyone suggests 
otherwise, he is passing judgment and rejecting such people outright—as 
when you ask how we can be more like Jesus and accept those who are 
rejected. Jesus never accepted sinful behavior. He did accept sinners who 
were repentant, and he always loved them—even in their most sinful 
moments. 
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Q: Is homosexuality learned or inborn? 


A: Science has not yet established the degree to which homosexual 
tendencies are learned or inborn. It is likely to be a combination of both 
factors, like alcoholism is. In the latter case, there is a genetic predisposition 
to alcoholism, but it takes a process of conditioning and experience with 
alcohol to develop the addiction. 

Sexual drives are built into the human race biologically, but among 
humans sex is subject to a great deal of cognitive conditioning. Responses 
to particular stimuli (body shapes, facial features, hair colors, clothing) are 
largely learned and vary widely from individual to individual, and even 
from time to time in a single individual’s life. This degree of cognitive 
involvement in sexual behavior is not found among lower life forms, whose 
sexual behavior is almost entirely instinctual and has few cognitive factors 
involved in it. 

There may be genetic, hormonal, or neurological factors which produce a 
predisposition toward homosexual desires, but some degree of learning and 
conditioned response is almost certainly involved (as in human sexuality 
generally). Because of this ambiguity, the Catechism of the Catholic Church 
states that homosexuality’s “psychological genesis remains largely 
unexplained” (CCC 2357). 
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Q: Do homosexuals have complete, voluntary control over their 
desires? 


A: Neither heterosexuals nor homosexuals have complete, voluntary control 
over their desires; they do, of course, have control over their actions. After 
a person has been conditioned to homosexual responses, it is impossible to 
simply wish away the desires. 

For this reason, the Catechism states, “Homosexual persons are called to 
chastity. By the virtues of self-mastery that teach them inner freedom, at 
times by the support of disinterested friendship, by prayer and sacramental 
grace, they can and should gradually and resolutely approach Christian 
perfection” (CCC 2357, 2359). 
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Q: How are people with homosexual temptations to be regarded? 


A: Like everyone else, they are human beings for whom Christ died. Like 
everyone else, they have temptations, and their call is to overcome their 
temptations and to unite themselves to Christ. 

Homosexual desires may come about as a result of certain choices the 
individual makes (such as thinking about members of the same sex ina 
certain way or engaging in homosexual behavior), just as alcoholic desires 
may come about as the result of certain choices the individual has made 
(such as frequently choosing to get drunk), but virtually no one consciously 
chooses to become a homosexual or an alcoholic as a goal and then 
intentionally cultivates the corresponding desires. 

For this reason, the Catechism states, 

The number of men and women who have deep-seated homosexual 
tendencies is not negligible. They do not choose their homosexual 
condition; for most of them it is a trial. They must be accepted with 
respect, compassion, and sensitivity. Every sign of unjust discrimination 
in their regard should be avoided. The persons are called to fulfill God’s 
will in their lives and, if they are Christians, to unite to the sacrifice of 
the Lord’s cross the difficulties they may encounter from their condition. 
(CCC 2358) 
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Q: Does the Church require homosexually oriented people to seek 
treatment to become heterosexual? 


A: The Church does not require homosexually oriented people to seek 
(much less achieve) reorientation to heterosexuality. All that the Church 
requires is that those people who struggle with homosexual temptations do 
not commit homosexual acts. Homosexuals are called to the same chastity 
required of heterosexual single people. 
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Q: On the issue of homosexuality, isn’t the Church being judgmental 
and exclusionary? Isn’t it wrong to condemn homosexuals to a life of 
involuntary celibacy? 


A: Persons who suffer from homosexuality are called to chastity—as are we 
all. Far from being “exclusionary,” the Church teaches that persons 
suffering from homosexuality “must be accepted with respect, compassion, 
and sensitivity. Every sign of unjust discrimination in their regard should be 
avoided. These persons are called to fulfill God’s will in their lives and, if 
they are Christians, to unite to the sacrifice of the Lord’s cross the 
difficulties they may encounter from their condition” (CCC 2358). 
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Q: I am trying to find the passage in the Bible where it talks about 
marriage being for a man and a woman. 


A: Marriage between a man and a woman was instituted by God with Adam 
and Eve. Genesis 2:24 states: “Therefore a man leaves his father and his 
mother and cleaves to his wife, and they become one flesh.” 

In Matthew 19:4-5, Jesus reaffirms this: “He answered, ‘Have you not 
read that he who made them from the beginning made them male and 
female,’ and said, ‘For this reason a man shall leave his father and mother 
and be joined to his wife, and the two shall become one’?” 
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Q: Is it possible for people of the same sex to marry each other? 


A: No. Gay (or homosexual) “marriage” is not really marriage at all. 
Marriage was instituted by God as a relationship between a man and a 
woman. “Therefore a man leaves his father and his mother and cleaves to 
his wife, and they become one flesh” (Gn 2:24). 

The Catholic Church takes a very high view of marriage and human 
sexuality. As the account of Genesis shows, marriage and sexuality were 
created by God and given to mankind as gifts for our benefit. Scripture 
records God’s statement that “it is not good that the man should be alone; I 
will make him a helper fit for him” (Gn 2:18). As a result, “a man leaves his 
father and his mother and cleaves to his wife, and they become one flesh” 
(Gn 2:24). Some may forego the good of marriage to serve a higher calling 
(cf. Mt 19:10-12), but it is a good nevertheless. 

Marriage must, therefore, remain limited to one man and one woman who 
strive to keep their marriage exclusive, unconditional, permanent, and life- 
giving. Nothing less will ever meet the needs of the human person, because 
nothing less satisfies. 
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Q: Could the Church ever change its position and allow homosexuals to 
marry? 


A: The Church cannot change its teaching on marriage, which is grounded 
in natural law. Under natural law a man can marry only who he was 
designed to marry: a woman. He cannot validly marry another man any 
more than he could an animal or a plant. Any attempted marriage between a 
man and another man would be invalid by definition. It might be recognized 
by the state as a legitimate marriage, but it would not be so before God. 
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Q: If two homosexuals were married to each other, would sex between 
them be legitimate? 


A: The reason homosexual acts are wrong is not simply that they take place 
outside of marriage, but that they are contrary to natural design. For various 
reasons, both inside and outside of their control, some people have desires 
that are not in accord with nature. When these desires are acted upon, the 
result is an unnatural and immoral act. Even if two homosexuals were 
“married,” they would still be having unnatural sex. 
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Q: Can homosexuals express true love for each other? 


A: True love can encompass affection and romantic attraction, but they do 
not constitute true love, and true love is not dependent upon them. It must 
also be said that affection and romantic attraction are not, in and of 
themselves, a substitute for true love. Love is an action of the will that is 
willing to sacrifice itself for the sake of the ultimate happiness of the 
beloved. To be willing to sacrifice oneself includes sacrifice of one’s own 
desires and interests, especially when those desires and interests would 
prevent the beloved from attaining ultimate happiness. Ultimate happiness, 
the ultimate good in life for which we strive, is union with God. 

If you can accept this definition of love as “true love,” then it should be 
readily seen why it is not impossible for homosexuals to express true love 
but not through their sexual relations. They can express true love for fellow 
homosexuals by refusing to do anything that would prevent their beloved 
from union with God. As homosexual sexual relations are gravely contrary 
to natural law and intrinsically disordered, engaging in such relations is 
indeed an impediment to be renounced for the sake of true love. That is why 
the Catholic Church calls upon homosexuals to embrace a life of chastity. 
The Church is not merely denying homosexuals a chance for sex; it is 
pleading with homosexuals to fully embrace love and to be embraced by 
God, who is Love. 
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Q: Couldn’t a same-sex couple adopt, just like a childless heterosexual 
couple, and commit themselves to each other exclusively, permanently, 
and unconditionally? In such a case, would it be fair to exclude them 
from marriage? 


A: Even if it were possible for homosexuals to commit themselves to each 
other in the ways described, their relationships would still lack the 
orientation to procreation, the openness to life, that marriage is all about. 
This of itself means that any unions between homosexuals are not 
marriages, regardless of what people may wish to call them. 


94 


Q: How does an infertile heterosexual marriage differ from a same-sex 
marriage? 


A: One big difference is that the heterosexual couple enjoys sexual 
complementarity, and the fullness that brings into their relationship, even if 
they cannot have children. Though the situation of an infertile couple is 
very different, there is a disturbing parallel to same-sex marriage in the 
situation of couples who simply choose not to have children. 

Such couples are still able to have sex, the fullest physical expression of 
love between husband and wife. But they are doing something that 
profoundly disturbs the nature of the sexual act. Sexuality has two aspects: 
the procreative (bringing forth children) and the unitive (strengthening the 
union of the couple). Artificially separating the unitive from the procreative 
brings discord to a marriage, distorts the relationship between husband and 
wife, and ends up harming their unity as spouses. 
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Q: How do I answer the charge that the Catholic Church or opposition 
to same-sex marriage is “homophobic”? 


A: First, the term homophobic refers to fear of homosexuality. This term 
often is used by homosexual activists to end rational discussion of the issue 
by accusing their opponents of having an irrational fear. This is unjust. One 
can disagree with and be critical of a behavior without having a fear of it. 
When the charge of “homophobia” is made, it signifies that those making 
the accusation do not have reasoned responses to their critics, so they 
switch to portraying their critics as irrational rather than responding to their 
arguments. 

Second, while the Church does recognize homosexuality as disordered, 
this does not mean that the Church is uncompassionate to those who suffer 
from the disorder (cf. CCC 2357). 
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Q: Isn’t denying homosexuals the right to marry similar to the 
discrimination that other groups have experienced? 


A: The situations are quite different, and it is natural law that reveals the 
difference to us. Natural law is a sense of good and evil that is written on 
the heart of every person. It tells us which acts are good and rational and 
which are evil and irrational. Natural law tells us that not every kind of 
behavior is a right. The act of murder is not a right, nor is incest. These go 
against human nature. We inherently know that these are wrong. 

If, for example, many people began telling us that incest is a right and that 
to deny such a right is similar to discrimination because of race or sex, our 
first reaction would be moral outrage. For a parent and child to have sexual 
relations with one another violates the very nature of who they are in 
relation to one another. 

But eventually we might be swayed by such argumentation because of the 
sheer volume and intensity of the propaganda, not because of the rationality 
of the argument. This is what has happened with the so-called right to 
homosexual “marriage.” 

For two members of the same sex to have genital relations violates the 
nature of who they are in relation to one another. Their bodies are simply 
not designed for it. 
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Q: Catholics say homosexuality is against natural law because God 
created the sexual faculty for procreation between male and female. 
What about those animals that have the choice of both sexes but prefer 
the same sex? 


A: Natural law pertains to creatures who can reason. The old Catholic 
Encyclopedia quotes St. Thomas Aquinas when defining natural law: 
“According to St. Thomas, the natural law is ‘nothing else than the rational 
creature’s participation in the eternal law’ (I-II, Q. xciv).” 

Pope John Paul II, in his encyclical Veritatis Splendor (The Splendor of 
Truth), said that the natural law of moral theology “receives this name not 
because it refers to the nature of irrational beings, but because the reason 
which promulgates it is proper to human nature” (Veritatis Splendor 42). 
The moral law is called “natural law” because it is based on our nature as 
rational beings. It is not based on the nature of irrational beings, such as 
animals, plants, or inanimate matter. 
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Q: Are we morally obliged to boycott businesses that grant same-sex 
benefits to employees? 


A: You are under no moral obligation to boycott a business that offers 
morally good or morally neutral products and then spends its proceeds in a 
morally objectionable manner. 

What can be done, and what many pro-family people choose to do (they 
are not morally obliged to do so), is to band together with other like-minded 
consumers and refuse to buy from one particular business to encourage that 
business to stop supporting a morally objectionable practice. Boycotts, 
when done in a responsible manner by concerned consumers seeking social 
justice, can be meritorious actions. But people are not morally obligated to 
join them. 
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Q: My cousin is a lesbian living with another woman. Am I a bigot for 
feeling uncomfortable around them? 


A: By acting out on their homosexuality, your cousin and her partner are 
doing something that you know is offensive to God. How can that not make 
you feel uncomfortable? There is no bigotry in this. It is perfectly OK— 
even necessary—to judge behavior and to feel uncomfortable around others 
whose behavior you know to be immoral. 

The Catechism of the Catholic Church informs us that “homosexual acts 
are intrinsically disordered” (CCC 2357). And while the Church calls us to 
accept those who suffer from homosexuality with “respect, compassion, and 
sensitivity” (CCC 2358), it also clearly teaches that, “under no 
circumstances can [homosexual acts] be approved” (CCC 2357). 
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Q: I am expecting my first baby soon and am trying to choose the 
godparents for her baptism. I know who I want; the problem is one of 
the persons is gay, although he is a practicing Catholic and knows his 
faith. Is it still wrong to choose this person as a godparent for my child? 


A: If you mean that this person is actively living the homosexual lifestyle, 
then it is indeed wrong to choose this person to be a godparent. Regarding 
qualifications for baptismal sponsors, canon law states: 
To be admitted to undertake the office of sponsor, a person must... bea 
Catholic who has been confirmed and has received the Blessed 
Eucharist, and who lives a life of faith which befits the role to be 
undertaken (CIC 874 81, emphasis added). 

Someone who currently engages in homosexual activity is not abiding by 
Catholic morals and therefore is not “liv[ing] a life of faith which befits the 
role to be undertaken.” Assuming that your other choice for sponsor meets 
the qualifications for being a godparent, that person alone may be 
godparent. While two godparents are allowed (one of each sex), canon law 
States that one is sufficient (CIC 873). 
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Q: Does the Catholic Church permit surgeries that alter the body? If 
so, are sex-change operations allowed? 


A: The Church has not dealt with the issue of plastic surgery in magisterial 
documents. However, moral theology would seem to offer the following 
considerations: 

Plastic surgery would seem to be warranted if it would provide a 
significant therapeutic benefit in some regard, either physical (e.g., 
reconstructive surgery to restore function or utility in cases of accident or 
birth defect) or psychological. This is provided that the procedure does not 
damage some other equal or greater good and provided that it is not 
intrinsically immoral. 

Plastic surgery would seem to be permitted—even without significant 
therapeutic effect—provided that it did not damage a significant good and 
the procedure is not intrinsically immoral. Transgendering surgeries are 
intrinsically immoral and are not permitted. 

Plastic surgery would also seem to be impermissible if it damaged a good 
greater than that to be achieved, being venial if the difference in the goods 
were light and potentially mortal if the difference in the goods were grave. 

Goods that could be damaged by undertaking plastic surgery are varied. 
They might involve harming oneself—one’s own physical, psychological, 
or spiritual health—or they might involve harming others, such as being 
financially unable to provide for one’s family in a proper and timely 
manner. 
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